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ABSTRACT 



This study examined the effectiveness and efficiency with 
which the Chippewa Falls Area United School District (Wisconsin) addressed 
the needs of its diverse student population, focusing on the At-Risk 
Kindergarten Program implemented by the school district in 1992. The program 
serves a selected segment of the kindergarten population in an all -day, 
every-day program which included a 1:15 maximum adult-child ratio to address 
the developmental and instructional needs of at-risk kindergartners . The 
purpose of this study was to determine how effective the current program is, 
to explore options for the program, and to draw conclusions about the 
program. The methods used to gather this information included discussions 
with the two At-Risk Kindergarten teachers and the superintendent of schools, 
surveys completed by parents, observations of students, and reviews of each 
child's progress. The findings highlighted the absolute necessity of 
individual and small -group instruction. Both teachers were found to be 
effective even though their styles of teaching differed, and the program was 
positively impacted by Instructional Assistants and Resource Specialists who 
supplied individual instruction to the children. Other findings included: (1) 

the same expectations were placed on at-risk children as on non-at-risk 
children; (2) instructional pacing was quicker in non-at-risk kindergarten 
classes than at-risk classes; and (3) the adjustment of the at-risk child to 
regular primary classes was often overwhelming for the student. (Includes 
copies of the questionnaires given to both staff and parents.) (DCP) 
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PART I. HISTORICAL OVERVIEW 

Chippewa Falls Area Unified School District has a history of 
effectiveness and efficiency in addressing the diverse needs of its 
student population. Both instructional and administrative staff 
are encouraged to suggest/recommend changes for the improvement of 
services and instruction. The At-Risk (Transition) Kindergarten 
Program is an example of programmatic implementation based on 
suggestions from within. 

In 1992, Kindergarten Teachers, Resource Specialists and 
Elementary Principals saw a need for serving Kindergarten children 
more effectively: i.e., serving a selected segment of the 

Kindergarten population in an all-day, every day program which 
included a 1:15 maximum adult/child ratio for the purpose of 
addressing at-risk children's various developmental and 
instructional needs. Submitted to the Superintendent of Schools by 
the Kindergarten Teachers was a "Kindergarten Proposal For Program 
Change." Subsequent discussions and input from Principals and 
various Resource Specialists supported the idea of a demonstration 
all-day every day program for selected at-risk children, rather 
than their being enrolled in the district's regular all-day, 
alternate day Kindergarten program. 

With approval and support from the School Board, during the 
summer of 1992 plans were finalized for offering this demonstration 
program in two classrooms. In work sessions with Kindergarten 
Teachers and a consultant from the University of Wisconsin-Stout, 
features of this demonstration program were identified: 

1. to follow the established Chippewa Falls Kindergarten 
comprehensive curriculum which encompassed all subject-matter and 
developmental areas; 

2. to provide small group instruction in all skill areas 
with the assistance of support staff; 

3. to teach various Social Studies and Science content 
and process skills through integrated units; 

4. to emphasize both Language Arts and Language 

Development; 

5. to encourage children's individual decision-making 

skills; 

6. to provide both physical fitness and social/emotional 
development experiences daily; and, 

7. to implement current Early Childhood research 

knowledge . 

Thus, the At-Risk Kindergarten Program became a reality, 
beginning in the fall of 1992. Since then, the two At-Risk 
classrooms have continued (sometimes being referred to as 
"Transition Kindergarten" rooms to distinguish the program from the 
regular Kindergarten program, even though it was not a transition 
kindergarten as commonly defined in educational practice). To 
date, 138 children have been served. The first-year pupils are 
currently in the Fourth Grade. Consistency in program 
implementation has been provided by the same two dedicated teachers 
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for the past five years: Ms. Susan Dole and Mrs. Cheryl Jensen. 



The Chippewa Falls Area Unified School District has expanded 
its offering of all-day, every day Kindergarten since 1995 and all 
children who are eligible for Kindergarten can now attend each day. 
In the spring of 1996, the decision was made to evaluate the 
effectiveness and continued need for the At-Risk Kindergarten 
Demonstration Program. During the summer of 1996, a consultant was 
contracted to conduct a qualitative program evaluation so that the 
findings and recommendations could be known prior to the spring, 
1997 budget planning cycle. 

The following sections of this report present the methods 
employed, findings, conclusions and recommendations resulting from 
this program evaluation. 



PART II. PURPOSES OF THIS PROGRAM EVALUATION 

Answers to many questions were sought through this program 
evaluation which contributed to addressing the main question of "Is 
this program the best way to serve Chippewa Falls' identified at- 
risk Kindergarten children?" Answers to these supporting questions 
were sought: 



A. How effective is the current program in addressing 
the pupils' various needs? 

B. What are the opinions of various Key Persons within 
the school district regarding this program? 

C. What improvements or changes could be made? and/or 

D. What other strategies might be employed to serve this 
student population at this time? 

E. Based on input received through observations, 
interviews, written and other documentation, as well as through 
completed questionnaires, what conclusions can be drawn and 
recommendations made? 



III. METHODS EMPLOYED 

The following is a brief outline of the methods employed and 
activities completed to answer the questions identified in the 
previous section: 

A. Reviews of current "at-risk" and related Early 
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Childhood "best practices" were made prior to developing the 
evaluation plan which included the development of specific 
questions for use in interviews, observations and questionnaires. 
A "Bibliography" of selected research and related articles 
constitutes Part VI. of this report. 

B. Initial discussions were held with Dr. Annett, 
Superintendent of Schools, regarding the form of the evaluation, 
preferred procedures, contact person and types of questionnaires. 

C. Initial discussions were held as well with both of 
the At-Risk Kindergarten Teachers, Ms. Susan Dole and Mrs. Cheryl 
Jensen regarding typical schedules, enrollment data, suggested 
procedures and programmatic overview. 

D. Letters were sent to all Key Persons within the 
Chippewa Falls Unified School District and School Board 
Chairperson, sharing information about the upcoming program 
evaluation. Key Persons included the following: At-Risk and 
Regular Kindergarten Teachers, First - Fifth Grade Teachers, Art, 
Music and Physical Education Specialists, Speech/Language 
Clinicians, Exceptional Education and Title I Teachers, 
Instructional Assistants, Guidance Counselors, School 
Psychologists, Elementary Principals and other Administrative and 
Central Office Staff. 

E. Forms were distributed through classroom teachers to 
the parents of all current and past children enrolled in the At- 
Risk Kindergarten, requesting permission to access their child's 
cumulative folders. (A sample form is in the Appendix . ) 

F. Four on-site observations of the At-Risk 
Kindergartens were made on separate occasions in order to document 
the implementation of various program components. 

G. On-site observations were also made of two other 
Kindergarten programs the evaluator had not previously observed 
through other university assignments: classes of Mrs. Rebecca 
Schneider and Mrs. Holly Holtz, both at Parkview Elementary School. 

H. Additional on-site observations were made within the 
two Primary-level classes of Mrs. Pat Gray (Grade 1 - Halmstad 
Elementary School) and Mrs. Jeanne Barnier (Grade 2 - Parkview 
Elementary School) for the purpose of observing a small sampling of 
children previously enrolled in the At-Risk Kindergarten Program. 

I. A review of a sampling of children's cumulative 
folders, ranging from the levels of Kindergarten - Grade Four was 
made for the purpose of identifying any possible patterns following 
the year of At-Risk Kindergarten (e.g., attendance, referrals, 
parent involvement and academic proficiency). 

J. After review and approval by Dr. Annett, 
questionnaires were administered to all instructional, resource and 
supportive staff (all Key Persons listed in section letter "D" 
above) at after-school meetings held at each of the six elementary 
schools: Halmstad, Hillcrest, Jim Falls, Parkview, Southview and 
Stillson. Questionnaires were also distributed to Central Office 
staff and those who were unable to be present at the elementary 
school meetings. 

Each instructional staff member was asked to complete 
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two questionnaires: (1) a general questionnaire completed by all 
instructional staff; and, (2) a specialized questionnaire specific 
to each Key Person's position responsibilities (Samples of all 
forms are in the Appendix). Each Elementary Principal and Central 
Office staff person completed a separate form (A sample form is in 
the Appendix. ) 

K. After review and approval by Dr. Annett , parent 
questionnaires were distributed through the regular classroom 
teachers and sealed responses from parents were collected for the 
program evaluator via the Executive Secretary in the district's 
Central Office. 

L. Telephone interviews were made to clarify input 
received and to obtain additional insights. 

M. All data received through the questionnaires were 
carefully reviewed, tabulated and summarized, together with other 
sources of information gained through observations and interviews. 
These findings are presented in the next section (PART IV. ) of this 
report . 

N. A meeting to review a draft of pertinent portions of 
the final report was held for all interested staff to provide a 
forum for discussing the findings, conclusions and recommendations 
prior to the submission of the final report. 



PART IV. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

During the five years the At-Risk Kindergarten Demonstration 
Program has been implemented, some 138 children have been served. 
Of these 138 children, 114 remain in the Chippewa Falls Area 
Unified School District. 

The needs of these children have been diverse and have 
included components within all major developmental areas: 
behavioral, emotional, social, speech/language, cognitive and 
physical development. The composition of each of the two 
kindergarten programs has varied from year-to-year and the teachers 
have channeled their efforts to help the children adjust to the 
school environment and progress in all developmental areas, in 
order to lay the foundation for continued success as the children 
progressed through the primary grades. 

Lower adult/child ratios, additional support staff and various 
resource staff have assisted in the teachers' efforts and 
successes. A review of all data strongly indicates that this 
demonstration program has been very effective in addressing the 
needs of the identified at-risk population at the Kindergarten 
level. 

A. AT-RISK KINDERGARTEN OBSERVATIONS 

1. On-site observations of the children within the At- 
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Risk Kindergartens, together with the daily/weekly schedules, 
documented the absolute necessity for regular individual and small 
group instruction for these children. Because of the type of 
program being offered, these children were being successful and 
feeling successful in their endeavors. Some children needed to 
learn the basics of acceptable classroom behavior, while others had 
more cognitive or physical needs. 

2. Even though the individual styles of the two teachers 
varied, both were effective in achieving expected results with the 
children. The teachers are to be commended for their five years of 
consistent and continued enthusiasm, dedication and demonstrated 
expertise in working with such diverse and challenging populations! 

3. Together with smaller class sizes, the assistance 
provided by Instructional Assistants and Resource Specialists 
provided an effective means for more individual and small group 
instruction. Children could be kept "on-task" and individual skill 
development was addressed specifically during these times. During 
the times when an Instructional Assistant was unassigned to the 
program or unavailable to be of service to the program because of 
needs elsewhere in the school, the program was negatively impacted. 

B. OTHER ON-SITE OBSERVATIONS 

Other classroom observations at the Kindergarten and Primary 
levels, together with teacher discussions and prior knowledge of 
the school system illustrated: 

1. Expectations for children at the end of Kindergarten 
are the same for all children, at-risk and non-at-risk alike. The 
same "Progress Reports" are completed for all Kindergarten 
children, addressing the areas of emotional/social development, 
self-expression/communication skills, participation in music, art, 
physical education, work habits and attitudes, and reading, writing 
and numerical readiness. 

2. The instructional pacing within regular Kindergarten 
classrooms tends to be quicker than in the At-Risk Kindergartens. 

3. The adjustment of At-Risk Kindergarten children to 
the size, adult/child ratio and routines of regular Primary 
classrooms is frequently overwhelming: many of the needs of the At- 
Risk children which were successfully addressed at the Kindergarten 
level through the Demonstration Program are not being addressed in 
a similar manner at the Primary levels in spite of the excellence 
of the teachers and availability of current resources (e.g., Title 
I, and other Resource Specialists). The success provided through 
the At-Risk Kindergarten cannot be maintained in many instances and 
this causes frustration on the part of both At-Risk Kindergarten 
and Primary staff members. 

C. WRITTEN DOCUMENTATION 

1. A review of cumulative folders of current and past 
At-Risk Kindergarten children suggests that 
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a. Any problems which were evident or identified 
at the Kindergarten level were noted and 
referred for additional evaluation and support. 

b. Many identified needs at the Kindergarten level 
continued to be evident at the Primary level. 
While the At-Risk Kindergarten Program focussed 
on building successes and providing a firm 
educational foundation, a good portion of these 
children continued to struggle in subsequent 
years when the 1:15 adult/child ratio could not 
be maintained nor accompanying small group 
instruction implemented. The At-Risk 
Kindergarten Program should not be expected to 
"cure" problems, but rather to provide an 
effective foundation upon which to build future 
successes . 

c. There are also some At-Risk Kindergarten 
children who have been successful in the Primary 
grades. These tend to be children who were 
placed in the At-Risk Kindergarten program for 
reasons other than behavioral or emotional 
development or possible learning disability. No 
other definitive conclusions can be reached at 
this time because the population being served 
is so diverse. 

d. Children's attendance patterns vary, but each 
child's attendance tends to follow the same 
pattern from year to year, ranging from almost 
never absent to a high absentee rate. 

e. Additional resources from outside the school 
district seem to be utilized as needed by 
school district specialists who have worked with 
referred children. 

2. A comparison was made of Title I Specialists' lists 
of children being served at the four elementary schools which are 
eligible for Title I services, with the names of At-Risk 
Kindergarten children who could be served, past or present. This 
comparison shows that of the children being served, approximately 
13% of the Title I Specialists' listings consist of At-Risk 
Kindergarten students, past or present. 

D. INPUT RECEIVED FROM KEY PERSONS THROUGH QUESTIONNAIRES 

Questionnaires were completed by instructional and clinical 
staff in all six elementary schools, by administrative personnel 
and by parents. The following are the results obtained through the 
questionnaires. Results are reported in terms of the number of 
responses to each category on the questionnaire and summarized 
comments are also included. 

Findings: Instructional and Clinical Staff 

Questionnaires 
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Instructional and clinical staff completed two questionnaires: 
one which was the same for all staff and one which contained 
questions which pertained to their individual position 
responsibilities. (See Appendix for sample questionnaires.) 
Responses were as follows: (Question numbers match question 

numbers on the questionnaires. Any variations in totals are due to 
differing assigned positions held by staff, or responses left 
blank. The wording of summarized comments was sometimes adjusted 
very slightly in order to represent more than one comment while 
maintaining the integrity of the responses.) 

1. A total of 124 questionnaires were completed by 
elementary instructional and clinical staff. 

2. 9j> indicated that they had worked with At-Risk 
Kindergarten children or "grads" in the past or at present, 24 had 
not worked with these children and three didn't know if they had or 
not. The extent of involvement with the children varied. 

3. 48 noticed no differences between At-Risk 
Kindergarten grads and previous At-Risk children who did not have 
the Demonstration Program, 43 didn't know and 26 did notice a 
difference . 

Summarized comments: 

Some noticed that the children were more competent in readiness 
(academic) skills, were more confident and had more meaningful 
experiences to draw upon and several comments emphasized that the 
differences varied from child to child and that some students were 
succeeding while others were still struggling. Also noted was that 
the differences seemed to be smaller now that all children attend 
Kindergarten all day every day. 

4. 50 predicted "less than average success" for the 
At-Risk "grads" as they progressed through school, 40 predicted 
"average success" . 14 predicted "little success" , and three 
predicted "high success" . 

Summarized comments: 

Degree of success is different for each student and depends upon 
the reason they are/were in the program. Also, because the most 
needy children have been in the program, they continue to have 
problems. Family background and higher grade-level interventions 
were also mentioned as factors. 

5. 49 indicated that there was not a need for the 
At-Risk Kindergarten Program, 4_1 said there was a need and 33 were 
unsure . 

Summarized comments: 

Most frequently mentioned was the fact that the district now offers 
all day, every day Kindergarten to all children which was not the 
case when the program began. Other main thoughts were in support 
of these children needing a smaller group, but that other at-risk 
children also need to be served at the Kindergarten and higher 
levels . 

6. .59 said there was a need for changing or 
revising the current Demonstration Program, 48 were unsure , and 15 
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saw no need to change or revise the program. 

Summarized comments: 

Suggestions for change included eliminating the program and 
redistributing the at-risk children among all of the Kindergartens 
to lower the student/teacher ratio district-wide now that there is 
an all day, every day program for all kindergartners . Additional 
comments emphasized the need for good role models for these 
children and further development of guidelines for admission to the 
program. Also mentioned with some frequency was the need for 
follow through service in the primary grades, working more with 
parents, and the need for Instructional Assistants within the 
regular classroom. Changing the program to a transition program 
between Kindergarten and First Grade was also suggested. 

7 . Strengths of the At-Risk Kindergarten Program 
were identified as follows: (frequency of responses are indicated 
in parentheses ) 

Smaller class size and student/ teacher ratio (65) 

More individualized program (extra help, extra attention given 

to children, extra staff for ,more small group work and one-to- 
one assistance) (45) 

Identification of and early intervention to address various 

needs ( 12 ) 

The first three years doubled the instructional time with the 

children (6) 

The teachers! (4) 

Suggestions for change or improvement most 
frequently included lowering the number of students in all 
Kindergartens, reducing enrollments in primary grades, continuing 
the program both into the Primary grades, because there are many 
more at-risk children than are presently being served, and to the 
Preschool level, reintroducing Kindergarten screening for all 
children, and increasing parenting skills. 

8. Identified most frequently as At-Risk 
Kindergarten Program weaknesses were: 

Lack of positive role models and interaction with non-at-risk 

children, academically and behaviorally (36) 

Problems associated with the children's transition from 

Kindergarten to regular First Grade (10) 

Inability to service enough children and/or criteria for 

selection not "catching" all needy children (10) 

Lack of communication/understanding what the program is about 

and what it's doing, and it not serving as a 'dumping ground' (6) 

Not enough time to educate parents enough (4) 

Suggestions for change or improvement to 
address the identified programmatic weaknesses included placing the 
children in regular Kindergarten classrooms following the inclusion 
model, making all class sizes smaller, adding Instructional 
Assistants, using more materials which are supported by educational 
research, providing the means for children to "mix" and increasing 
the level of parent education. 

9. .53 indicated that the At-Risk Kindergarten 
Program was not the most effective wav to use the $$ available to 
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serve these at-risk children, 40 were unsure and 20. thought that 
the program was the most effective wav to use the $$ . 

Summarized comments: 

Of the many comments written in further explanation of how $$ might 
be spent more effectively, the most frequent response (32) was to 
use the $$ to keep the regular kindergarten classes smaller now 
that all day, every day kindergarten is provided; use the $ for at- 
risk children, but in a different way (more inclusionary); reduce 
the class sizes at the primary level, especially first and second 
grades; provide more support for small group help and more 
Resource/Clinical Specialists (LD, Title I and Guidance 
Counselors); and, more parenting classes. 

10. 60 indicated that the current methods used to 
identify "at-risk" children seem to be working fine and 37. 
respondents offered suggestions. 

Summarized comments: 

Several comments indicated that there seemed to be uncertainty 
about the purpose(s) of the program and how and why certain 
children were selected and others not selected; other comments 
indicated that there was a need for flexibility in reassigning 
children after the start of the school year as well as the need for 
additional, more comprehensive screening for all children before 
beginning kindergarten. 'Walking parents through' necessary forms 
is sometimes needed and having a team of people meet regarding 
children was also suggested. 

11. In terms of "what else should we be asking in 
this program evaluation?", there was a diversity of responses, but 
overall there seemed to be a need to answer the questions of 
whether the children were better off than they would have been 
without the program, and whether the program should be continued 
into the Primary grades. Other questions included the legality of 
grouping children in a situation that might delay their chance to 
get needed help, and contrasting questions of concern regarding 
what might happen to these children if we didn ' t have the program. 
Also suggested was the possibility of the need for a district-wide 
K-12 at-risk plan, the need to involve regular Kindergarten 
teachers in decisions regarding this program, the need for more 
information about this program, and the question of whether the 
children's needs could be met comfortably in a regular classroom. 

12. Additional comments/recommendations/anecdotes 
requested in this question resulted in a range of responses, mostly 
repeating statements made in previous sections. Additional 
different comments included several references to 'the earlier the 
intervention, the better'; several references to children's home 
life and the successes of the children occurring more frequently 
when effective parenting relationships have been established; 
questioning the soundness of grouping behavioral and academic 
problems together; questioning who should be served by the program; 
and, several comments supporting the work the two teachers are 
doing at this level. 
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Findings: Specialized Questionnaires 

Specific questions were asked of each group of Key Persons 
listed in Part III. "Methods Employed" section of this report. 

The results of these questionnaires are as follows: (As with the 
other questionnaires, answers have been combined to provide an 
overall indication of responses.) 

1. At-Risk (Transition) Kindergarten Teachers 

The two At-Risk Kindergarten teachers indicated: 

a. if placements are appropriate, it is 
educationally sound to group at-risk children together for 
instruction. The program should not be used as a 'dumping ground' 
for behavior management problems. 

b. they are aware of a stigma being associated with 
the children being served due to lack of understanding of the 
program's objectives by parents, colleagues and community. 

c. staff development needs in areas of pervasive 
development disorder autism, ADHD, ADD, increasing family 
involvement, and a newly developed program "Errors in Thinking." 

d. there is a need for increased parent education. 
Suggestions included inservice sessions on parenting skills, 
hearing speakers such as Kroenenberg, reading and viewing Jim Fay 
materials, observing teachers model various strategies and 
involvement of the school nurse. 

e. their biggest challenges have been the difficulty 
in implementing a program to meet the diverse needs of the 
children; the fatigue associated with implementing the program and 
addressing large numbers of behavior problems; some limited support 
from colleagues; frustration in knowing children will not be able 
to receive similar support in subsequent years; getting parents to 
realize the importance of working with children at home and working 
with the school, trying to obtain some needed services and trying 
to compensate for Instructional Assistant time lost. 

f . that as a direct result of the program, they have 
observed good to significant improvement in the children in all 
areas overall, with some improvement in listening, music, p.e., 
behavior and parental/family involvement, depending on the 
individual children. Comments suggested that compared to the 
beginning of each year, children improved significantly by the end 
of the year in all areas. Each year's group of children has had 
varying needs . 

g. the program has made a significant difference in 
addressing children's behavioral/social and academic needs and in 
providing a firmer foundation for future learning. There is also 
a strong desire to continue these successes into the Primary 
grades. 



2. Kindergarten Teachers 
The 14 Kindergarten teachers indicated: 
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a. more of them (8) had not noticed any differences 
in their own Kindergartens since the At-Risk Program has been in 
operation, while some of them (6) had noticed some differences. 
Some indicated that there are other at-risk children in their 
classes already, continued support is needed in the primary grades 
and that more children need to be served. 

b. most of them (12) do not believe that it is 
programmatically sound to group the at-risk children together for 
instruction. They indicated that it may be better academically but 
good role models behaviorally are lacking and the children could 
benefit from being with other children (inclusion seems to be a 
better model at this time to avoid "labeling"). They also stated 
that each child is important and needs specific attention at this 
level of instruction. 

c. an equal number (7) indicated that there was or 
was not a need for staff development should the At-Risk 
Kindergarten program be discontinued and the children be 
distributed among the various Kindergartens in the future. 
Identified staff development needs were in the areas of family 
education and special disorders which should be addressed by 
specialists as well as working with at-risk children and families 
in general which they felt they were already doing in their current 
classes. 

d. 11 teachers indicated that they were not aware of 
any stigma associated with these children, while three teachers 
indicated that children and adults (parents, teachers and staff) 
are labeling these children and the stigma follows them into the 
Primary grades. 

e. the program was viewed as having both advantages 
and disadvantages, that more children need to be served, that the 
current program is too limited in scope to serve all children who 
could benefit by it. 

3. Grade 1-5 Teachers 

Fifty-four teachers, mostly Grades 1-4, and some Grade 5, 
indicated : 

a. no difference (34), an increase (11) or a 
decrease (4) in the number of referrals which needed to be made. 
Comments: More children seem to be coming to school with family 
problems and referrals that have been requested in Kindergarten 
have been put on hold. 

b. they have noticed no difference (20) in their job 
being made easier as a result of the At-Risk Program while 15 
indicated a definite "no" and 12 a definite "yes" that their job 
was easier. Comments emphasized that the program helped most 
children before all day, every day Kindergarten for all children in 
terms of the children having more exposure to school, but that the 
regular all day, every day results are not known yet. 

c. there i_s a need for increased parent education 
for the families of at-risk children (42). Comments emphasized 
that schools alone cannot change at-risk children, but getting 
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families involved is a challenge. Many suggestions were offered as 
to what kind of parent education would be helpful, ranging from 
working with children at home with school work, answering school 
correspondence, how to provide structure and assist children with 
organizational skills, discipline and social skills, teaching 
responsibility, health, helping them to feel that they are not 
alone with children's problems, ideas for positive family times and 
helping children succeed, and suggestions for specific 
parent/family education programs like P.E.T. and FAST. 

d. more teachers indicated that there was not a need 
for staff development than those who saw a need (28 "no" to 19 
"yes"). Comments from those who wanted staff development indicated 
that it should be practical and focus on more help with over-active 
children (ADHD, ADD) and the age-old question on how to get parents 
more involved. 

e. almost all of the teachers (52) were not aware of 
any stigma being associated with children enrolled in the at-risk 
program, while those who responded that there was a stigma (2) said 
that the children were known by students as the 'special kids' or 
were referred to by others as the 'slower-paced' kids. 

f. 35 teachers indicated that there was not any 
other information/data on these children that they would like to 
have provided, while 13 indicated a desire for more information. 
Mentioned were more information from the At-Risk teachers such as 
strategies that worked, more tracking of the students from year to 
year, where to turn for help, more time to work with each child, 
and the desire to see the results of this report. 

g. Several teachers stated that they did not like 
the question (Question #8) which asked them to indicate how well 
overall the at-risk children were doing as compared with other 
children in their class because it was different for each child. 
A pattern developed from the results of the questionnaires which 
were completed, however, indicating that, overall, most children 
were functioning a little lower or about the same as other 
children, with a few scattered responses indicating that specific 
children in certain areas were functioning somewhat better than 
other children. Key areas still needing attention were identified 
as 1) social interaction skills, especially ability to work with 
other children, respect for others, acceptance by others and the 
ability to express own thoughts, ideas and feelings; 2) the whole 
area of Language Arts, but especially the areas of listening, 
followed equally by writing and reading; 3) emotional maturity, 
self-control and behavior; 4) positive self-concept; 5) fine-motor 
control; 6) assumption of responsibility, especially for one's own 
learning; 7) the ability to make choices; and, 8) parental/family 
involvement with the school. 



4. Subject Specialists 



Fifteen Subject Specialists responded to their specialized 
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questionnaire and indicated the following: 

a. More Specialists agreed that the At-Risk Program 
provided a means for them to do their job more effectively (9) than 
did not agree (7). Comments focused on small groups being 
beneficial, providing an opportunity for individual attention and 
pacing. Some Specialists indicated that working with these 
Kindergarten children was a disciplinary challenge each session, 
while others noted that these children did indeed need extra help 
and that Instructional Aide time would be helpful in working with 
these children in their specialty area. 

b. The largest number of respondents (6) indicated 
that the At-Risk Kindergarten children were not progressing more in 
their related area of expertise while they were still in 
Kindergarten than they might if enrolled in a regular Kindergarten, 
while 4 Specialists indicated that progress was about the same and 
3 indicated that the children were progressing more. Comments 
indicated that because of the smaller class size, more individual 
help can be given, and if they weren't in the At-Risk classroom, 
the children would be far behind in their progress. Some of the 
other comments were quite similar to those in the previous 
question. 

c. When comparing how well the At-Risk Kindergarten 
"grads" are progressing, as a whole, with other children within 
their specialty area, most Specialists ranked the children somewhat 
lower, with some At-Risk children doing about the same as other 
children, and a couple of indications of the At-Risk children doing 
a little better than the other children. Key areas still needing 
attention identified by the Subject Specialists matched very 
closely with those identified by the Grade Teachers: 1) social 
interaction skills, especially the ability to work with other 
children, respect for others, ability to share and ability to 
express own thoughts, ideas and feelings; 2) Language Arts areas of 
listening, writing and reading; 3) emotional maturity, self-control 
and behavior; 4) physical development, especially fine-motor 
development; 5) assumption of responsibility and ability to make 
choices; and 6) parental/family involvement with the school. An 
additional comment was that there was not a lot of difference 
between present Title I students at the same grade level and those 
served by the At-Risk Kindergarten. 

d. In describing any differences having the At-Risk 
Kindergarten has made in the Subject Specialists carrying out their 
own position responsibilities, the following was mentioned: some 
students now in Fourth grade are very successful, creative and 
verbal; some children do better and some stay the same, especially 
behaviorally ; smaller groups provide better opportunities for 
hands-on learning; and, as a whole, while the At-Risk students are 
less mature, less attentive and more active, the At-Risk Program 
allows them greater success, builds their self-esteem which in turn 
promotes greater motivation to learn. 




5. Pupil Services and Special Education Resource 
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Specialists 

Seventeen specialized questionnaires were completed which 
indicated: 

a. differences in opinion as to whether the program 
provided the means for the Specialists to do their job more 
effectively (9 indicated that the program had not allowed them to 
do their job more effectively and 7 indicated that the program had 
allowed them to do their job more effectively). The two At-Risk 
teachers were cited as good sources of insight and information, and 
providing extra help sometimes prevents some referrals. Also 
mentioned were small group instruction advantages, total classroom 
instruction being a definite challenge and some other children not 
being able to be served. 

b. when asked to describe any differences having the 
At-Risk Kindergarten has made in terms of their carrying out their 
specific responsibilities with these children, responses varied 
from being able to target services for carryover purposes, fewer 
First grade referrals, but necessary referrals for children with 
severe problems, program allowing children to grow academically to 
be successful, to noting no major differences. 

c. 6 Specialists indicated that referrals are being 
made earlier . 5 thought referrals were being made about the same 
and 4 thought they were being made later. There was some 
indication that referrals seemed earlier for ADHD, CD and EEN, but 
later for Speech because it takes a while to identify the extent of 
speech concerns. 

d. Most thought that the number of referrals were 
about the same (8), 5 thought there were less and 3 thought that 
there were more referrals. Comments indicated that some borderline 
students may have avoided referrals, earlier identification may 
also be the result of Child Development Days and that there were 
more referrals for Speech and about the same for EEN. 

e. 8 Specialists indicated that the At-Risk 
Kindergarten Program has not reduced the need for referrals while 
4 thought the need for referrals has been reduced. Variations 
indicated that behaviorally , expectations of school and parents are 
addressed earlier, but that certain areas like LD, the need shows 
up regardless of the prevention attempted. There was also the 
comment that there are less referrals after First Grade. 

f. The need for services has been identified as 
'extensive' by 8 respondents, 'average' by 6 respondents and 
'limited' by 1 respondent. Comments indicated that there are a lot 
of speech and language delays and ADHD referrals. How to best 
serve LD children varied. Also, there was a call for more specific 
curricular skill materials and an indication that because these 
were the neediest children, School Psychological services are often 
involved. Guidance Counselors also indicated time constraints on 
their services but that needs depend on children and family 
involvement and 'functioning ability'. 

g. The degree of adequacy of needed services being 
provided to At-Risk Kindergarten children was viewed as 'adequate' 
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by most Specialists (12), 'more than adequate' by 4 Specialists and 
'less than adequate' by 3 Specialists. Comments indicated that 
Guidance services are less than adequate at the Kindergarten level, 
EEN speech and language services are adequate and that the At-Risk 
program is intensive, requiring a significant amount of energy and 
that the At-Risk teachers are doing an excellent job. 

h. Specialists differed as to their thoughts of 
whether parents/families of the At-Risk Kindergartners were making 
better use of the services available to them (5 'no' and 4 'yes' 
responses). There were consistent comments, however, about the need 
for additional parenting skills overall. 

i. Suggestions offered by the Specialists included 
Speech and Language Specialists indicating that more time at an 
earlier age is better, and that group centers in an inclusionary 
model should be continued; CD Specialist indications were to 
continue goal conferences with academic comparisons made and skill 
levels noted; LD Specialist indications were to provide parenting 
services; and Guidance Counselors suggested more services at the 
post-kindergarten (First Grade) level, more programs like FAST so 
that families could be targeted, not just the children, more 
emphasis on Building Assistance Team Meetings, more collaboration 
with outside agencies and community intervention. Lunch and 
Learning and family-centered models were also suggested. 



6. Instructional Assistants 

Eight Instructional Assistants responded to their specialized 
questions as follows: 

a. Their responses varied greatly from person to 
person, year to year, but their most frequent use of time seemed to 
be working with children in small groups, followed by working with 
children or supporting instruction in large group settings, 
preparing educational materials, and last, working with children 
individually. 

b. Several suggestions were offered as to how their 
skills and/or time might be used differently in addressing these 
At-Risk children's needs, including maintaining small group 
instructional time as best use of time is working with small groups 
and individuals. Time was being used efficiently and small class 
sizes were viewed as very beneficial. 

c. Other comments offered included the need to 
continue a follow-up of services into the Primary Grades, the need 
for children to have specific instruction in phonemic awareness and 
sound recognition to become good readers and that the children 
leave the program feeling confident about their ideas and abilities 
and possess a great love of learning. 



Findings: Administrative and Central Office 

Staff 
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Nine questionnaires were completed by Administrative or 
Central Office Staff which indicated the following: (differences in 
numbers of responses were due to unanswered questions) 

a. Respondents varied in terms of the extent of 
their involvement with the At-Risk Kindergarten Program. 

b. Three respondents indicated that they had 
noticed some differences between the At-Risk Kindergarten "grads" 
and previous at-risk children who had not been enrolled in the 
program, three indicated that they had not noticed any differences 
and two had not had opportunities to observe differences. Comments 
included that there seemed to be a more 'watchful eye 1 on these 
students, providing earlier intervention in problem areas, a more 
positive attitude about school and learning and more confident 
learning and that students seem to be better off academically that 
other at-risk students. 

c. In terms of whether there was a need for the 
Program, three said 'no', three were 'unsure' and two said 'yes'. 
Smaller class sizes for all Kindergartens with the current numbers 
of students varying from year to year and current budget issues 
comprised the main comments. 

d. When asked whether there was a need for changing 
or revising the current Program, four said 'yes', 'two' said 'no' 
and two were 'unsure'. Suggestions offered included placing the 
at-risk population within regular classes, reducing the Program to 
one classroom of 10 students district-wide and using the second 
teacher to reduce class sizes of all Kindergartens, extend what we 
have learned from this Program into all Kindergartens in terms of 
smaller class size, student/teacher ratio, and resource and extra 
help. 

e. Strengths of the Program were identified 
similarly to those by other district staff, including small numbers 
of children, more individualized programming, better academic 
preparation and parents' connection to school and teacher. 

f. Suggestions for change or improvement were very 
similar to the others already reported and included reducing all 
Kindergartens class sizes, increase parental involvement and taking 
another look at screening procedures. 

g. Program weaknesses included concern for budget 
dollars, public perception of being "in that class", lack of good 
role models, parents not wanting their children split between two 
schools, numerous needy children in one room, adjustment to classes 
in following years, and attitudes of other Kindergarten staff 
toward the Program. 

h. Suggestions for change or improvement included 
the exploration of possibilities of integrated classrooms, more 
dependable placement of students, mixing At-Risk children with 
other Kindergarten children for Music, Art and or P.E. to avoid 
self-containment problem and cycling other Kindergarten teachers 
through the Program so they could get a better "feel" for the 
demands of the Program. 

i. When considering the $$ available, three 
respondents indicated that the Program was not the most effective 
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way to use the funds, three were unsure and two indicated that it 
was the most effective use of funds. Suggestions included keeping 
all class sizes small, increasing Guidance services, having all day 
every day Kindergarten now helps more children and that Phonology 
and EEN programs are more effective. 

j . Five respondents indicated that the current 

screening methods seem to be working fine, and more than one 
respondent had suggestions as well: have Kindergarten teachers 

at registration nights together with the psychologist,, use a more 
detailed questionnaire and possibly also have a conference with 
parents of candidates, develop a standard referral form that all 
agencies use and stick to the criteria, contact other districts to 
find a better identification process, placing students based on 
current methods used is not defendable, and encouraging the 
involvement of teacher /staff input in the referral process. 

k. Additional comments included reference to 
affordability, keeping the numbers down in all classes, avoiding a 
burden on some and support for the Program. 

Findings: Parents 

Questionnaires were distributed to 114 parents whose 
child(ren) were enrolled in the At-Risk Kindergarten Program either 
currently or in the past. Completed questionnaires were received 
from 70 parents (61% return). Parents were asked to mark their 
preferred responses to eight statements by indicating that they 
"strongly agree", "agree", were "undecided", "disagree", or 
"strongly disagree" with each of the statements. Obtained results 
were as follows: 

a. Most of the parents either strongly agreed (39) 
or agreed (25) that their child has benefitted by attending the 
Program. Four parents were undecided and one disagreed. 

b. Most of the parents either strongly agreed (37) 
or agreed (23) that their child has a positive attitude toward 
him/herself. Seven parents were undecided, two disagreed and one 
strongly disagreed. 

c. The largest number of parents agreed that their 
child will be successful throughout his/her school years (32), 19 
strongly agreed and 18 were undecided. 

d. Most of the parents either agreed (28) or 
strongly agreed (26) that because of this program, they felt better 
about the school. Fifteen parents were undecided and one 
disagreed. 

e. A large proportion of respondents (47) strongly 
agreed that the Transition (At-Risk) Kindergarten teacher made me 
feel welcome and a part of their child's education, while another 
17 agreed, three were undecided, two disagreed and one strongly 
disagreed . 

f. Almost all of the parents either strongly agreed 
(37) or agreed (28) that they were adequately and appropriately 
involved in their child's education and academic progress. Four 
remained undecided. 
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... 9- Varying responses were obtained to the statement 

which applied to some of the parents who had other children who did 
.JJJ* i\f v ® the *t-Risk Program, as to whether they have noticed some 
of the benefits of a particular child attending the Program 
Nineteen parents strongly agreed, 12 were undecided, 7 agreed and 
3 disagreed. 

. . h. An open-ended opportunity for comments about what 

the parents liked and didn't like resulted in 25 parents electing 
not to respond but others offering varying responses: several 

comments referred to the all day every day program being an 
advantage to their child, helping child adjust to school hours 
providing consistency, making a better adjustment to First Grade' 
having established a structured base for learning and enjoying 
attending school on a regular basis. Longer days were also 
mentioned as providing time to finish activities which did not 
occur at the preschool level. One suggestion was to have the first 
week be half-day to ease the children into the regular schedule. 
Other representative comments focussed on the appropriateness of 
j >rogram for their child and how the Program has made their 
child excited to come to school, focussed on their child's 
strengths and weaknesses, learn more quickly, learn better social 
skills, retain more information and reinforce what has been taught. 
Other comments mentioned the concern about behavior problems 
concern about sometimes children being eligible for Head Start and 
then sometimes not, that all teachers should listen to the concerns 
of parents, the need for additional services for more children, 
promoting the idea of having smaller classes at the First Grade 
also, the direct advantage of the small class size, one-to-one 
attention, addressing needs earlier and the warmth, caring and 
positive attitudes of the teachers and their 'teams'. 



B. INTERVIEWS AND OTHER INFORMATION RBCEIVBD 

An additional perspective was gained by talking with Mr. 
Ron Krueger who provided supplementary background information 
relating to the At-Risk Kindergarten Demonstration Program, 
including information on Child Development Days, the FAST program, 
the Family Resource Center, various collaborative preschool program 
models, and screening methods. He also shared some very 
preliminary results he was beginning to identify relating to the 
incident rate for referrals when comparing the children who have 
been in the At-Risk Kindergarten Program with the incident rate 
district-wide. His preliminary findings show that, overall, the 
At-Risk Program children had more referrals so far in their school 
experience (two examples ranged from 25% in one year to over 33% in 
another) while the incident rate for the school district was 11.3%. 
His view was that the screening methods seem to be working in terms 
of identifying children. Overall, referrals are "up" in the 
district. As more precise referral information is tabulated and 

ava “ a kl e for review, it is expected that it will be included with 
this report. 
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Additional telephone conversations with various staff 
were very meaningful and helped to provide accuracy in presenting 
various findings as well as understand the extent and scope of 
district services. 



PART V. EVALUATOR'S CONCLUSIONS 

1 . The At-Risk Kindergarten Program has been very effective 
in serving selected children for the past five years. The stated 
purposes for the At-Risk Demonstration Program have been fulfilled: 
to provide all day, every day instructional and developmental 
programming, including a 1:15 maximum adult/child ratio, and 
support staff, to address at-risk Kindergarten children's various 
educational needs. The benefits from carefully planned and 
implemented small group instruction have been demonstrated. 

2. New developments have occurred in the district since the 
onset of the Demonstration Program, namely, all-day, every-day 
Kindergarten for all pupils and additional at-risk children needing 
to be served both at the Kindergarten and Primary levels. 

3 . There is a marked need for continuous and expanded 
district-wide service to at-risk children at the Kindergarten 
through Primary levels. This service should be clearly defined, 
continuously communicated among staff and consistently implemented. 

4. With the current status of regular Kindergarten and 
Primary class sizes and staffing patterns, and the current emphasis 
on inclusion within elementary classrooms, there exists a need for 
realigning current resources and identifying new resources. 

5. Preference is for the following recommendations to be 
implemented. Under no circumstances should the At-Risk 
Kindergarten Program be discontinued without an improved plan and 
assurance of addressing the various needs of this population. It 
has been demonstrated that the school district's Kindergarten at- 
risk pupils need specific and continuous educational and support 
services ♦ 



EVALUATOR'S RECOMMENDATIONS: 

1. Redistribute and reduce Kindergarten class sizes as much 
as possible. Assuming an even distribution of children district- 
wide and an identical enrollment, if the two At-Risk Kindergarten 
teachers were included in a reallocation process, the average 
Kindergarten class size could be 20.1 children. If the two At-Risk 
Kindergarten teachers were included in the average for just the two 
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schools currently involved with the At-Risk Kindergarten Program, 
Halmstad and Parkview, the average class size could be 22 at 
Halmstad and 21.2 at Parkview. 

2. Implement knowledge gained through this program evaluation 
by expanding individual and small group instruction in all 
Kindergartens district-wide. Assure additional adult resource 
availability twice daily for small group instruction/tutoring at 
the Kindergarten level. Recommended time allotment: approximately 
40 minutes per session, with 30 minutes assigned to small group 
work and 10 minutes assigned to individual work with identified 
children within the regular classroom, both A.M. and P.M. . Ten 
children could be served individually each week through this 
process. 

★★★Suggestion: Other variations could also be identified for using 
additional adult resources for small group instruction and 
individual tutoring. A task force of district staff, including 
Kindergarten teachers, could work out the "specifics" of this 
recommendation so the essence of the recommendation is maintained 
while providing flexibility within various schools. 

To assist in breaking the At-Risk cycle which occurs 
within some families and/or to assist in a more comprehensive 
developmental and instructional plan for their child, perhaps the 
parents of children being tutored individually could be strongly 
encouraged to attend practical and appropriate parenting sessions. 
These sessions and follow-up activities on reinforcing learning at 
home would serve as the parents' contribution to the individual 
attention identified for their child to receive. Somehow, parent 
involvement must be increased, integrated and emphasized in order 
for the educational program to be continuously effective. 

3. Implement both Recommendations #1 and #2 together. 
Recommendation #1 should not be implemented without being 
accompanied by Recommendation #2. The knowledge gained through th e 
At-Risk Kindergarten Demonstration Program should now be applied 
within all Kindergarten classrooms in a fresh and appropriately 
designed format. 

4. Reduce class sizes at the Primary level as much as 
possible. Children continue to need small group and individual 
attention at least through the Primary Grades in order to develop 
maximally in all areas. Currently, there is not an even 
distribution of Primary class sizes throughout the district, but 
the average First Grade teacher load is 21.3 pupils, the average 
Second Grade teacher load is 21.2 pupils and the average Third 
Grade teacher load is 23.8 pupils. 

5. As a starting point to provide more small group and 
individual attention at the Primary level, use licensed teachers 
(qualified Instructional Assistants perhaps) to tutor First Graders 
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within the classroom, working with the First Grade teachers' 
regular curriculum as much as possible to foster skill development, 
behavior management skills and attention to tasks at hand. Recent 
research has demonstrated positive results when licensed teachers 
have been used as tutors within the classroom at the First Grade 
level. Recommended time allotment: 1 hour and 30 minutes per day 

per classroom. 

In order for the preceding recommendation to be 
implemented, Instructional Assistants or other staff may need to be 
hired or utilized differently throughout the district: more in- 

class tutoring, less preparation of materials outside the classroom 
perhaps. Some resources may be saved by having less paper work run 
off as work sheets, etc., and having teachers identify other ways 
to involve children in learning, thus saving human resource time as 
well as paper costs. One example which might work is to allow 
teachers to be creative in designing various integrated learning 
tasks for their pupils while addressing various subject-matter 
objectives and skill development needs. Another possibility to 
help with small group instruction would be the continued and more 
extensive use of some Resource Specialists within the regular 
classroom rather than removing children for services. 

***Suggestion : If adequate resources are not currently available 

for necessary tutoring, during this next year, a Primary-level Task 
Force could be charged with the task of exploring various methods 
for organizing curriculum which would provide effective 
teaching/learning strategies while making increased in-classroom 
use of available adults already in the district. For example, an 
evaluation of how all of the Elementary School Aide time is used 
could be made and such resources reassigned in order to provide 
additional adults within the classrooms for instructional and 
tutoring support. This would occur after the Task Force has 
identified its methods for organizing curriculum. An innovative 
pilot program within the district could be tried. Two suggestions 
for a less paper-intensive and more child-involved curriculum would 
be to explore methods used in the English and/or Welsh Primary 
Schools, and/or what is currently promoted for the Primary levels 
of instruction as "the Project Approach". 

♦♦♦Suggestion : Another possibility to reduce the amount of time 

needed for the preparation of materials by supplementary staff 
would be to try "pairing" teachers with Activity Directors in 
retirement homes or senior leisure service centers, having 
"Seniors" or other volunteers do teacher preparation tasks such as 
cutting, trimming, coloring, stapling, etc.. Many "Seniors" are 
very eager for purposeful activity. 

5. Develop a district wide "At-Risk Pupil Services Plan" 
which includes at least the following in addition to the already 
presented recommendations for instructional support: 

a. a screening program for all incoming Kindergarten 
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pupils which includes in addition to current data obtained, 
specific developmental information for use by Kindergarten teachers 
in planning instruction. Also use in-classroom Kindergarten 
teacher observation as a "screener" to assist in identifying 
children to receive special tutoring services. 

b. a more extensive and comprehensive parent involvement 
and parent education program to assist in breaking the at-risk 
cycle and addressing some of the causes of at-risk problems. 

c. inservice staff development as needed to assist staff 
in working with behavioral, attention-deficit type and other 
identified problems occurring within the classroom. 

6. As a continuation of Chippewa Falls Area Unified School 
District's history of staff-involved comprehensive educational 
planning, consider through discussion and exploration with 
appropriate teacher and specialist groups, the advantages of the 
school district making a specific commitment to responsive programs 
such as the following: 

a. a multi-age classroom wherein children can meet 
clearly defined instructional and developmental objectives without 
the artificially established time-lines for traditional grade 
levels; 

b. a family-centered program, where the school is one 
component in a coordinated resource and service agency 
collaboration to meet families' various needs; and, 

c. other programs which have already been suggested or 
can be identified by staff members (e.g., those within the Oshkosh 
and Madison school districts have already been mentioned by staff). 



7. Continue district leadership at the Early Childhood levels 
by making instruction and services at the early levels a fiscal 
priority during budgetary consideration and allocation of 
resources. Use the knowledge gained through this program 
evaluation and other sources of information to assign resources to 
support needed instructional services at the Kindergarten and 
Primary levels. 
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to Decide Whether Instruction Is Working for Students with 
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B. ERIC DOCUMENTS (available on microfiche, listed in 

numerical order by document number) 

ED 336494: Koopmans , Matthijs. "A Study of the Longitudinal 

Effects of All-Day Kindergarten Attendance on 
Achievement." Newark Board of Education, NJ. Office of 
Research, Evaluation and Testing, 1991. 

ED 340479: Seaman, Don., et al., "Follow-Up Study of the Impact 

of the Kenan Trust Model for Family Literacy." National 
Center for Family Literacy, Louisville, KY., 1991. 

ED 341112: "2001: A Vision for the Future, 1988-89. A Plan for 

Improving Instruction and Reducing Dropout and Grade 
Retention in Charleston County School District. 
Charleston County School District, SC. Division of 
Curriculum and Instruction, 1990. 

ED 341486: Stoops, Jack, et al. "Developmentally Appropriate Early 

Childhood Education Handbook on Program Development and 
Assessment." Chapter 1 Rural Technical Assistance 
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Center, Portland, OR. Region 6; Northwest Regional 
Educational Lab., Portland, OR, 1991. 

ED 345861: Brock, Sharon L. "Achievement and Enrollment Evaluation 

of the Early Childhood Development Program, 1990-1991. 
Kansas City School District, MO., 1991. 

ED 346199: Slavin, Robert E. and Renee Yampolsky. "Success for 

All: Effects on Students with Limited English 

Proficiency: A Three-Year Evaluation." Center for 

Research on Effective Schooling for Disadvantaged 
Students, Baltimore, MD., 1992. 

ED 352180: Nye , Barbara A., et al. "Project Challenge Preliminary 

Report: An Initial Evaluation of the Tennessee Department 
of Education 'At Risk' Student/Teacher Ratio Reduction 
Project in Seventeen Counties." Tennessee State 
University, Nashville. Center of Excellence for Research 
in Basic Skills, 1992. 

ED 355259: "The Des Moines Plan for Student Success. Focus on 

Program Evaluation." Des Moines Public Schools, Iowa, 
1992. 

ED 356109: Christner, Catherine, et al., "Chapter 1/Chapter 

1 Migrant. Evaluation Findings 1991-92." Austin 
Independent School District, TX. Department of Management 
Information, 1992. 

ED 358442: Johnson, Jessie. "Adaptation of Curriculum, 

Instructional Methods, and Materials Component, 
Instructional Assistant Program, 1991-92." Ohio 
Disadvantaged Pupil Program Fund. Final Evaluation 
Report, 1993. 

ED 358965: "Illinois Prekindergarten Program for Children at 

Risk of Academic Failure. FY 91 Summary Report." 
Illinois State Board of Education, Springfield, De- 
partment of Planning, Research and Evaluation. 



ED 364361: Gotlieb, Howell, et al. "The Kindergarten Intervention 

Project: Facilitating the Development of Children's 

Prosocial Behaviours." (paper presented at the Biennial 
Meeting of the Society for Research in Child Development, 
New Orleans, LA, March 25-28, 1993.) 

ED 365456: Ejlali, Christine. "LIFE (Learning Is For Everyone) 

Program Evaluation, October 1, 1989-September 30, 1990." 
Washington County Board of Education, Jonesboro, TN. , 
1990. 
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ED 373456: Ross, Steven M., et al . "Using 'Success for All' To 

Restructure Elementary Schools: A Tale of Four Cities." 

(paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American 
Educational Research Association, New Orleans, LA, April 
4-8, 1994.) 

ED 379345: Griffith, Julia E. "Chapter 2 Formula Final Report, 

1993-94." Austin Independent School District, TX. 
Office of Research and Evaluation, 1994. 

ED 380216: "Illinois Prekindergarten Program for Children At Risk 

of Academic Failure. FY 93 Summary Report." Illinois 
State Board of Education, Springfield, Department of 
Planning, Research and Evaluation, 1994. 

ED 385612: "The Program Evaluation Standards." ERIC Clearinghouse 

on Assessment and Evaluation, Washington, D.C.. Office 
of Educational Research nd Improvement (ED), Washington, 
D.C., October, 1995. 
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VII. APPENDIX 



A. PARENTS' PERMISSION FORM FOR CUMULATIVE 
FOLDER ACCESS 

B. QUESTIONNAIRE WHICH WAS THE SAME FOR 
ALL INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF 

C. SPECIALIZED QUESTIONNAIRES: 

1. At-Risk Kindergarten Teachers 

2 . Kindergarten Teachers 

3. Grade 1-5 Teachers 

4. Subject Specialists 

5. Pupil Services and Special 

Education Resource Specialists 

6. Instructional Assistants 

7. Administrative and Central Office 

Staff 

8 . Parents 





CHIPPEWA FALLS AREA UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 

CHIPPEWA FALLS, WISCONSIN 54729 
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE - 1130 MILES STREET - TELEPHONE 715/726-2417 



September 23, 1996 



To: PARENT(S)/GUARDUN^)F: 

From: Larry D. Ann^tt 7 ^^^ 

Superintendent ofpchools 

Subject: TRANSITION KINDERGARTEN PROGRAM EVALUATION 

During this fall, an evaluation of the Transition Kindergarten program is going 
to be conducted. We are interested in determining whether children are benefiting or 
have benefited from this program which has included a lower class size and a lower 
adult-child ratio. 

We are seeking your permission to allow our Program Evaluator, Dr. Priscilla 
Huffman, Professor, Early Childhood Education, UW-Stout, to examine your child's 
school records during this process. We can assure you that no child will be identified 
by name in any report, and no child's individual records will be identified in any report. 
We are seeking to find out and report how the children are doing overall, "as a group", 
but in order to do this, the evaluator needs to look at individual children's records. 

If this process meets with your approval, would you please sign on the line below 
and return the bottom portion to your child's teacher? 

Thank you very much! 



********************************************************************************* 

Yes, you have my approval to review my child's school records as part of the Transition 
Kindergarten Program Evaluation. 



(Parent/guardian's Signature) 



Child's Name (please print) 



Please return this form to your child's teacher THANK YOU!! 



ERIC 




AN AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER AND EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTION 



TRANSITION (At-Risk) KINDERGARTEN PROGRAM EVALUATION 
QUESTIONNAIRE: ALL INSTRUCTIONAL AND CLINICAL STAFF 



PART A. INFORMATIONAL DATA 

1. Please place a checkmark by your current position: 

Transition (At-Risk) Kindergarten Teacher 

Kindergarten Teacher 

1st Grade Teacher 

2nd Grade Teacher 

3rd Grade Teacher 

4th Grade Teacher 

5th Grade Teacher 

Art Specialist 

Music Specialist 

Physical Education Specialist 

Speech/Language Clinician 

Exceptional Education Teacher 

Please specify: 



Title I Teacher 
Instructional Assistant 



Guidance Counselor 
School Psychologist 



Other. Please specify: 



Have you worked directly with Transition (At-Ri 



Kindergarten children or Transition (At-Risk) Kindergarten 
in the past or at present? 



gra 



Yes 



No 

Don ' t know 
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If you responded "yes", please indicate which years: 
1996-97 (current year) 



2 



1995-96 

1994-95 

1993-94 

1992-93 



3. Have you noticed any differences between Transition 
Kindergarten "grads" and previous "At-Risk" children who did not 
have the Transition (At-Risk) Kindergarten program? 

Yes 

No 

Don't know 

If you responded "yes", please comment: 



4. What would be your prediction of probable success in school for 
these Transition (At-Risk) Kindergarten "grads", as a whole, as 
they progress through the remainder of their elementary-, middle-, 
and high-school grade levels? 



1 2 3 4 5 

Little Average High 

Success Success Success 



5. Is there a need for the Transition (At-Risk) Kindergarten 

program? 

Yes 

No 

Unsure or no opinion. 



O 
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6. Is there a need for changing or revising the Transition (At- 
Risk) Kindergarten Program? 

Yes 

No 

Unsure or no opinion 

If you responded "yes", what specific changes or 
revisions would you suggest? 



7. What would you identify as some of the Transition (At-Risk) 
Kindergarten program's strengths? 



Suggestions for change or improvement: 



8. What would you identify as some of the Transition (At-Risk) 
Kindergarten program's weaknesses? 



Suggestions for change or improvement: 



O 
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9.. Is the Transition Kindergarten program the most effective way 
to use the $$ available to serve these "At-Risk" children? (The $$ 
for the Transition Kindergarten program come out of the district's 
regular budget . ) 

Yes 

No 

Unsure or no opinion 

If you responded "no", what would you suggest? 



10. If the Transition (At-Risk) Kindergarten program were to 
continue, could you suggest any methods which would improve the 
current procedure used to identify these "at-risk" children? 
(Currently, Head Start children, those enrolled in remedial 
programs and information obtained on parents' self-reported 
questionnaires are used as "identifiers".) 

The methods currently used seem to be working fine. 

I would suggest the following: 



11. What else should we be asking in this evaluation of the 
Transition (At-Risk) Kindergarten program evaluation? 
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12. Are there any additional comments/suggestions/anecdotes you 
would like to share? 



If you would like to request a follow-up conversation with the 
program evaluator, please write your name, school and telephone 
number on an index card provided by the evaluator. She will then 
contact you at the telephone number you provide. Please also 
suggest a good time to call. 

THANK YOU FOR SHARING YOUR INPUT ON THIS PORTION OF THE PROGRAM 
EVALUATION. THERE ARE A FEW ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS WHICH RELATE TO 
YOUR OWN PARTICULAR AREA OF EXPERTISE ON THE OTHER FORM YOU HAVE. 
THANK YOU FOR RESPONDING TO THESE QUESTIONS TOO! 
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SPECIALIZED QUESTIONNAIRE: TRANSITION KINDERGARTEN TEACHERS 

Thank you for responding to the first portion of the 
Transition Kindergarten Program •Evaluation Questionnaire. 
Additionally, there are questions which pertain to your specific 
role in relationship to the Transition Kindergarten children being 
served. Your completing these will be appreciated as well. 

1. In thinking about these "at risk" children, do you think that 
it is programmatically sound and/or best for the children to group 
them together for instruction? 

Yes 

No 

Please comment: 



2. Are you aware of any stigma being associated with children who 
are currently enrolled or have been enrolled in Transition 
Kindergarten? 

Yes 

No 

If you responded "yes", please comment: 



3. Do you have any staff development or inservice training needs 
regarding any aspect of working with these children or their 
families which would enable you to be even more effective in 
carrying out your assigned responsibilities? 



2 



Yes 

No 

Please comment: 



4. Is there a need for increased parent education for the families 
of Transition Kindergarten children? 

Yes 

No 

If you responded "yes", please comment on what kind of parent 
education would be helpful: 



5. What have been your biggest challenges in implementing the 
Transition Kindergarten program? 



6. This is a question pertaining to the type and extent of 
developmental progress or academic improvement the Transition (At- 
Risk) children, as a whole, make as a direct result of their having 
been through a year of Transition Kindergarten. Using a scale of 
1 to 5, please indicate the extent to which the children, as a 
whole, have improved for each of the areas listed. Please complete 
as many as you deem appropriate. A blank response for any item 
will indicate no specific opinion. 
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1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


No 




Some 




Significant 


Improvement 




Improvement 




Improvement 



a. Social Interaction Skills 

1) ability to work with other children 

2) respect for others 

3 ) acceptance by others 

4) ability to share 

5) ability to work with adults — 

6) ability to express own thoughts, 

ideas and feelings 



b. Academic Performance 

1) Art 1 2 3 4 5 

2) Language Arts: 

a. Speaking 1 2 3 4 5 

b. Listening 1 2 3 4 5 

c. Writing 1 2 3 4 5 

d. Reading 1 2 3 4 5 

3) Mathematics 1 2 3 4 5 

4) Music 1 2 3 4 5 

5) Physical Education --1 2 3 4 5 

6) Science 1 2 3 4 5 

7) Social' Studies 1 

(Please continue on next page) 



1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
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c . 

d. 

e . 

f . 

g- 

h. 

i . 

j • 

k. 



1. 
m . 



n . 



o . 
P- 

q. 



Emotional maturity 1 

Self-control 1 

Behavior 1 

Cooperation 1 

Assertion- 1 

Empathy 1 

Positive Self-concept 1 

Creativity 1 

Physical Development: 

1) Fine-motor development 1 

2) Gross-motor development 1 

3) Physical growth and health 1 

Motivation to learn 1 

Assumption of reponsibility for 

1) assigned tasks 1 

2) one's own learning 1 

Ability to make choices 1 

Attendance 1 



Parental/family involvement with the 
school i 

Other observations or comments you can share- 
the space below: 



4 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

/ 

-please use 




7. Is there anything else you can share to help us obtain a fair 
and comprehensive evaluation of the Transition Kindergarten 
program? 



THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP! 



SPECIALIZED QUESTIONNAIRE: KINDERGARTEN TEACHERS 



Thank you for responding to the first portion of the 
Transition Kindergarten Program Evaluation Questionnaire. 
Additionally, there are questions which pertain to your specific 
role in relationship to the Transition Kindergarten children being 
served. Your completing these will be appreciated as well. 

1. Have you noticed any differences in your own Kindergarten since 
the Transition Kindergarten program has been in operation and the 
"at risk" children are being taught elsewhere? 

Yes 

No 

Please comment: 



2. In thinking about these "at risk" children, do you think that 
it is programmatically sound and/or best for the children to group 
them together for instruction? - 

Yes 

No 

Please comment: 



3. If the Transition Kindergarten program were to be discontinued 
and the "at risk" children distributed £mong all of the district's 
kindergartens, would you say there is a need for staff development 
and/or inservice training regarding any aspect of working with 
these children or their families which would enable you to be more 
effective in carrying out your assigned responsibilities? 

Yes 

No 
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Please comment: 



4. Are you aware of any stigma being associated with children who 
are currently enrolled or have been enrolled in Transition 
Kindergarten? 

Yes 

No 

If you responded "yes", please comment: 



5. Is there anything else you can share to help us obtain a fair 
and comprehensive evaluation of the Transition Kindergarten 
program? 



THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP! 



0 
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SPECIALIZED QUESTIONNAIRE: PRIMARY TEACHERS 



Thank you for responding to the first portion of the 
Transition (At-Risk) Kindergarten Program Evaluation Questionnaire. 
Additionally, there are questions which pertain to your specific 
role in relationship to the Transition Kindergarten children. Your 
completing these will be appreciated as well. 

Grade Level: 

1. Please describe the extent to which you have been involved with 
Transition (At-Risk) Kindergarten "grads": 



2. Have the number of referrals you need to make 

increased? 

decreased? 

no difference noted 

Comments : 



3. Has the Transition Kindergarten program made your job easier as 
compared with your work with "at-risk" children who have not had 
the Transition Kindergarten program? 

Yes 

No 

Ho difference 

Comments : 



4. Is there a need for increased parent education for the families 
of Transition (At-Risk) Kindergarten children and "grads"? 

Yes 

No 
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If you responded "yes", please comment on what kind of parent 
education would be helpful: 



5. Is there a need for staff development and/or inservice training 
regarding any aspect of working with these "at-risk" children or 
their families which would enable you to be more effective in 
carrying out your assigned responsibilities? 

Yes 

No 

If you responded "yes", please comment: 



6. Are you aware of any stigma being associated with children who 
are currently enrolled or have been enrolled in Transition (At- 
Risk) Kindergarten? 

Yes 

No 

If you responded "yes", please comment: 



7. Is there any other information/data on these children you would 
liko to have provided which would assist you in addressing their 
educational needs? 

Yes 

No 




If you responded "yes", please comment: 
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8. For each of the developmental and/or academic areas in the 
following list, will you please indicate how well the Transition 
(At-Risk) Kindergarten "grads" are progressing, as a whole, as 
compared with other children within your same grade level. Please 
use the following 1 to 5 numerical scale and circle a number for 
each developmental or academic area to which you can respond. 



1 2 

Not as well 
as other 
children 



3 4 

About the 
same as 

other children 



5 

Better than 

other 

children 



a. 



Social Interaction Skills 

1) ability to work with other children 1 2 

2) respect for others 1 2 

3) acceptance by others 1 2 

4) ability to share 1 2 

5) ability to work with adults 1 2 

6) ability to express own thoughts, 

ideas and feelings 1 2 



3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 

3 4 5 



Academic Performance 



1) 


Art- 




2) 


Language Arts: 




a . 


Speaking-- 




b. 


Listening- 




c . 


Writing — 




d. 


Reading — 


3) 


Mathematics 


4) 


Musi 


c — 



1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

5) Physical Education 1 2 

6) Science 1 2 



3 4 5 

3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 45 
3 4 5 
3 4 5 
3 



O 

ERIC 



6 ) 
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Social Studies 



1 



2 



4 5 



4 



1 2 

Not as well 
as other 
children 



3 4 5 

About the Better than 

same as other 

other children children 



c . 

d. 

e . 

f . 

g. 

h. 

i . 
j • 
k. 



1. 

m . 

n . 

o . 
P- 

q. 



Emotional maturity 1 2 3 

Self-control 1 2 3 

Behavior 1 2 3 

Cooperation- 1 2 3 

Assertion 1 2 3 

Empathy «. 1 2 3 

Positive Self-concept \ 2 3 

Creativity -1 2 3 

Physical Development: 

1) Fine-motor development 1 2 3 

2) Gross-motor development 1 2 3 

3 ) Physical growth and health 1 2 3 

Motivation to learn 1 2 3 

Assumption of reponsibility for 

1) assigned tasks 1 2 3 

2) one's own learning 1 2 3 

Ability to make choices 1 2 3 

Attendance 1 2 3 

Parental/family involvement with the 
school 1 2 3 

Other observations or comments you can share pleas 

the space below: 



4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 

4 5 



THANK YOU FOR yntJI? HELP ! 
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SPECIALIZED QUESTIONNAIRE: SUBJECT SPECIALISTS 



Thank you for responding to the first portion of the 
Transition (At-Risk) Kindergarten Program Evaluation Questionnaire . 
Additionally, there are questions which pertain to your specific 
role in relationship to the Transition (At-Risk) Kindergarten 
children. Your completing these will be appreciated as well. 

v :ur position: 

1 . Please describe the extent to which you have been involved in 
working with Transition (At-Risk) Kindergarten children both while 
they are in Kindergarten and in the Primary Grades: 



2. Has the Transition (At-Risk) Kindergarten program provided a 
means for you to do your job more effectively when working with 
these children? 



Yes 

No 

Please comment: 



3. Are the Transition (At-Risk) Kindergarten children progressing 
more in your related area of expertise, while they are in the 
Kindergarten , than they might if enrolled in a regular 
kindergarten? 

Yes 

No 

About the same 



Please comment: 
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4!. For each of the developmental and/or academic areas in the 
following list, will you please indicate how well the Transition 
(At-Risk) Kindergarten "grads" are progressing, as a whole, as 
compared with other children within your specialty area(s). Please 
use the following 1 to 5 numerical scale and circle a number for 
each developmental or academic area to which you can respond. 



1 2 

Not as well 
as other 
children 



3 4 

About the 
same as 

other children 



5 

Better than 

other 

children 



EKLC 



a. Social Interaction Skills 



1) 


ability to work with other children — 


-1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


2) 


respect for others : 




2 


3 


4 


5 


3) 


acceptance by others- - — 




2 


3 


4 


5 


4) 


ability to share 




2 


3 


4 


5 


5) 


ability to work with adults — 




2 


3 


4 


5 


' 6) 


ability to express own thoughts , 














ideas and feelings 




2 


3 


4 


5 



b. Academic Performance 

1) Art 1 2 3 4 5 

2 ) Language Arts : 

a. Speaking 1 2 3 4 5 

b. Listening 1 2 3 4 5 

c. Writing 1 2 3 4 5 

d. Reading 1 2 3 4 5 

3) Mathematics 1 2 3 4 5 

4) Music 1 2 3 4 5 

5) Physical Education 1 2 3 4 5 

6) Science 1 2 3 4 5 

7 ) Social Studies 1 2 3 4 5 



3 



y-1 - 2. - 3 _ • ■ - 5- „ ... 

Not as well About the Better than 

as other same as other 

children other children children 

- _ ... 

c. Emotional maturity 1 2 3 4 5 

d. Self-control : — 1 2 3 4 5 

e. Behavior 1 2 3 4 5 

f. Cooperation 1 2 3 4 5 

g. Assertion- 1 2 3 4 5 

h. Empathy 1 2 3 4 5 

i. Positive Self-concept 1 2 3 4 5 

j . Creativity- — — 1 2 3 4 5 

3 ’- *'•” ' '• ' r ' - • ••• - 

k. " Physical Development : 

1 ) Pine-motor development 1 2 3 4 5 

2 ) ' Gross-motor development 1 2 3 4 5 

3 ) Physical growth and health 1 2 3 4 5 

l. Motivation to learn 1 2 3 4 5 

m. Assumption of reponsibility for 

1) assigned tasks 1 2 3 4 5 

2) one's own learning 1 2 3 4 5 

n. Ability to make choices 1 2 3 4 5 

o. Attendance 1 2 3 4 5 

p. Parental/family involvement with the 

school 1 2 3 4 5 



q. Other observations or comments you can share please use 

the space below: 
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5. Please describe any differences having the Transition (At-Risk) 
Kindergarten has made in terms of your carrying out your specific 
responsibilities with these children while they are/were in the 
Kindergarten or while they have been in the Primary Grades: 



6. Are there any other comments you would like to make or is there 
any other documentation you can provide which will help us to 
obtain a comprehensive evaluation of this program? 



THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP! 



© k 

ERJC 
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SPECIALIZED QUESTIONNAIRE: PUPIL SERVICES AND 

SPECIAL EDUCATION RESOURCE SPECIALISTS 



Thank you for responding to the first portion of the 
Transition (At-Risk) Kindergarten Program Evaluation Questionnaire. 
Additionally, there are questions which pertain to your specific 
role in relationship to the Transition Kindergarten children. Your 
completing these will be appreciated as well. 

Your position: 

1. Please describe the extent to which you have been involved in 
working with Transition (At-Risk) Kindergarten children both while 
they are/were in Kindergarten and in the Primary Grades: 



2. Has the Transition (At-Risk) Kindergarten program provided a 
means for you to do your job more effectively when working with 
these children? 

Yes 

No 

Please comment: 



3. Please describe any differences having the Transition (At-Risk; 
Kindergarten has made in terms of your carrying out your specifrc 
responsibilities with these children: 



0 
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4. The following are some areas upon which the Transition (At- 
Risk) Kindergarten might or might not be having an impact. Please 
respond to and comment on any which fall into your areas of 
professional responsibilities: 

A. Referrals 

1) Are referrals being made 

earlier? 

later? 

about the same? 

Comments: 



2) Are the number of referrals being made 

more? 

less? 

about the same? 

Comments : 



3)- Has the Transition (At-Risk) Kindergarten program 
reduced the need f or ref errals in the Primary Grades due "to its 
preventive focus? 

Yes 

No 

Comments : 
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B. Adequacy of Services 

1) How extensively has there been a need for services, 
in your area of expertise, to Transition (At-Risk) Kindergarten 
children either while in the Kindergarten or in the Primary Grades? 

Limited need 

Average need 

Extensive need 

Please comment: 



2) To what degree of adequacy have needed services been 
provided to Transition (At-Risk) Kindergarten children either while 
in the Kindergarten or in the Primary Grades? 

Less than adequate 

Adequate 

More than adequate 

Please comment: 



C. Social and/or Educational Services 

Are the parents/families of Transition Kindergarten pupils ar.d 
Transition Kindergarten "grads" making better use of the various 
Social Services and Educational Services available to them through 
the schools and community agencies? 

(continued on next page) 



O 
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Yes 

No 

Please Comment: 



5. What suggestions and/or recommendations might you have for 
increasing the effectiveness of your area's services to Transition 
Kindergarten children or Transition Kindergarten "grads" and their 
families? 



If you have any documentation regarding the services you provide 
Transition (At-Risk) Kindergarten children either while they are in 
the Kindergarten or in. the Primary Grades, which would be helpful 
in obtaining a more comprehensive evaluation of the Transition 
Kindergarten program, your letting the evaluator know will be 
apDreciated (Please fill out a card and she will contact you.) 



THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP! 
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SPECIALIZED QUESTIONNAIRE: SUPPORT STAFF 



Thank you for responding to the first portion of the 
Transition (At-Risk) Kindergarten Program Evaluation Questionnaire. 
Additionally, there are questions which pertain to your specific 
role in relationship to the Transition (At-Risk) Kindergarten 
children. Your completing these will be appreciated as well. 

Your position: 

1. Please describe the extent to which you have been involved in 
working with Transition Kindergarten children either while they 
are/were in Kindergarten or in the Primary Grades: 



2. If you have been or currently are working with Transition 
Kindergarten children directly while they are in the Transition 
Kindergarten program, please indicate approximate percentages as to 
how your day is/was spent: 

working with/teaching children in small groups 

working with/teaching children in a large group 

or total class 

supporting instruction in a large group setting 

working with/teaching children individually 

preparing educaticnal/instructional materials 

other please describe: 

not applicable to my situation 



Comments : 
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3. Do you have any suggestions as to how your skills and/or time 
might be used differently in addressing the needs of Transition 
(At-Risk) Kindergarten children? 



4. As you have fulfilled your various responsibilities, are there 
any other comments you would like to make or is there any other 
documentation you can provide which will help us to obtain a 
comprehensive evaluation of this program? 



THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP! 
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"AT-RISK" KINDERGARTEN PROGRAM EVALUATION 



SPECIALIZED QUESTIONNAIRE: ADMINISTRATIVE AND 

CENTRAL OFFICE STAFF 



Transition (At-Risk) Kindergarten Program Evaluation 
Questionnaires are being completed by Key Persons throughout the 
district, including those who are working or have worked directly 
with the Transition (At-Risk) Kindergarten children in an 
instructional capacity and those who are familiar with the 
Transition (At-Risk) Kindergarten program in another capacity. This 
is the program which began as the district's first all-day, 
everyday kindergarten program and which has a lower class size and 
the addition of support staff to meet the needs of identified "at- 
risk" children. Thus, Administrative and Central Office Staff 
have an important role in this program evaluation. Your 
professional perspective regarding the Transition (At-Risk) 
Kindergarten program is appreciated and will help in our having a 
comprehensive program evaluation. 

Position title: 



Please complete the following 10 questions: 

1. Please describe the extent of your involvement with the 
Transition (At-Risk) Kindergarten program and its "grads": 



2. Have you noticed any differences between Transition 
Kindergarten "grads" and previous "at risk" children who did not 
have the Transition Kindergarten program? 

Yes 

No 

Not observed 



If you responded "yes", please comment: 
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3. Is there a need for the Transition (At-Risk) Kindergarten 
program? 

Yes 

No 

Unsure or no opinion 



4. Is there a need for changing or revising the Transition (At- 
Risk) Kindergarten program? 

Yes 

No 

Unsure or no opinion 

If you responded "yes", what specific changes or 
revisions would you suggest? 



5. What would you identify as some of the Transition (At-Risk) 
Kindergarten • program ' s strengths? 



Suggestions for change or improvement: 



6. What would you identify as some of the Transition (At-Risk) 
Kindergarten program's weaknesses? 
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Suggestions for change or improvement: 



1 ■ the Transition Kindergarten program the most effective way 
to use the $$ available to serve these "at risk" children? (The $$ 
for the Transition Kindergarten program come out of the district's 
regular budget.) 

Yes 



No 



Unsure or no opinion 

If you responded "no", what would you suggest? 



8. If the Transition Kindergarten program were to continue, could 
you suggest any methods which would improve the current procedures 
used to identify these "at-risk" children? (Currently, Head Start 
children, those enrolled in remedial programs and information 
obtained on parents’ self-reported Questionnaires are used as 
"identifiers" . ) 

The methods currently used seem to be working fine. 

I would suggest the following: 



9. What else should we be asking in this evaluation of the 
Transition (At-Risk) Kindergarten program evaluation? 
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10. Are there any additional comments, observations, suggestions 
and/or anecdotes you would like to share? 



If you would like to request a follow-up conversation with the 
program evaluator, please write your name and telephone number on 
the index card provided by the evaluator. She will then contact 
you at the telephone number you provide. Please also indicate a 
good time to call. 



PLEASE RETURN YOUR COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRE IN A SEALED ENVELOPE TO 
NANCY BROUGHTON WHERE IT WILL BE PICKED UP BY THE PROGRAM 
EVALUATOR. 



THANK YOU FOR SHARING YOUR INPUT ON THE PROGRAM EVALUATION! 





December 3, 1996 



TO THE PARENTS OF 




Transition Kindergarten Program 
SUBJECT: YOUR OPINION 

Hello! Your opinion is being sought regarding the Transition 
(all-day, every day) Kindergarten Program which your child has 
attended. Dr. Annett has asked me to determine how effective it 
has been. Will you please indicate your opinion by circling your 
preferred responses to the following statements? (There are no 

right or wrong answers we want your honest opinion. ) For each 

statement, please select from the following: 

SA = Strongly Agree 
A = Agree 
U = Undecided 
D = Disagree 
SD = Strongly Disagree 



1. My child has benefitted by attending Chippewa 



Falls' Transition Kindergarten Program SA A U D SD 

2. My child has a positive attitude toward 

learning SA A U D SD 

3. My child has a positive attitude toward 

himself /herself SA A U D SD 



4. My child will be successful throughout his/ 

her school years SA A U D SD 

5. Because of this program, I feel better about 

the school SA A U D SD 

6. The Transition Kindergarten teacher made me 

feel welcome and a part of my child's education SA A U D SD 

7 . I was adequately and appropriately involved 

in my child's education and academic progress SA A U D SD 



8. Please answer this question if it is appropriate to your 
situation: 

I have had other children who did not have 
the Transition Kindergarten program and I have 
noticed some of the benefits of this child attending 
the Transition Kindergarten program SA A U D SD 

(Please turn this sheet over) 
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9. Please make any comments you can about your child attending the 
Transition Kindergarten. Please mention what you liked and/or 
didn't like about the Transition Kindergarten program. Suggestions 
for the future are also welcome! 



PLEASE PUT THIS FORM IN THE BRIGHT COLORED ENVELOPE PROVIDED, SEAL 
THE ENVELOPE . AND RETURN IT TO YOUR CHILD'S TEACHER WHO WILL SEE 
THAT I GET IT. 

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR HBLP! ! 
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